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This paper is being filed in support of Applicants' Pre-Appeal Brief Request for Review. 
A Notice of Appeal has been filed herewith in response to the Final Office Action mailed on 
November 2, 2005. Applicants respectfully contend that the claim rejections set forth in the 
Final Office Action are erroneous as a matter of law and fact. For example, as explained 
hereafter, Applicants respectfully submit that at the very minimum, the Examiner's reliance on 
Kumar is misplaced as Kumar does not support the anticipation rejections of independent claims 
1,22, 26, 29, 30 and 33. 
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Claim 1: 

With regard to claim 1, Applicants assert that Kumar does not disclose a configurable 
memory that comprises a memory array in which both tag bits and data bits are stored in a single 
data line in the memory array in a first mode of operation where the configurable memory is 
configured as a cache, as claimed in claim 1 . 

The Examiner relies on Kumar Col. 3, lines 32-33 as disclosing a memory array in which 
both tag bits and data bits are stored in a single data line. This assertion is incorrect and in stark 
contrast to the clear teachinRS of Kumar. Kumar clearly discloses (in FIGs. 1 and 2) a 
reconfigurable memory (12) having a separate tag array (50) and data array (52). Moreover, 
Kumar states that each row of the tag array (50) corresponds to one of the data lines in the data 
array (52) (See, Col. 3, lines 32-33). The Examiner's has not set forth a reasonable basis to 
explain how Kumar's teaching of storing the tag bits and data bits in two different arrays is the 
same as storing tag bits and data bits in a single data line of a memory array. 
Claims 22, 26. 29. 30 and 33. 

Each of these independent claims recite features that are the same or similar to that of 
claim 9 5 which Examiner has indicated includes allowable subject matter. In particular, claim 9 
recites: wherein the first mode of operation or the second mode of operation is selected during 
the program execution based upon comparing a supplied address to at least one address range 
contained in at least one configuration register. 

As is readily apparent in Applicants' last filed Amendment (filed August 25, 2005), each 
of claims 22, 26, 29, 30 and 33 were amended to include, in general, a feature in which mode 
selection can be performed during a program execution by comparing a supplied address to at 
least one address range contained in at least one configuration register. At the very least, the 
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inclusion of these features into claims 22, 26, 29, 30 and 33 should have been recognized by the 
Examiner as sufficient to overcome the anticipation rejections of claims 22, 26, 29, 30 and 33 
based on Kumar . Indeed, the Examiner's indication of allowable subject matter in claim 9, while 
maintaining the rejection of claims 22, 26, 29 30 and 30, seemingly renders the rejections 
inconsistent and incoherent. In any event, as is acknowledged by the Examiner, Kumar does not 
disclose a feature in which mode selection can be performed during a program execution by 
comparing a supplied address to at least one address range contained in at least one 
configuration register, as essentially recited in claim 9, as well as claims 22, 26, 29,30 and 33. 
Accordingly, for at least the above reasons, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the 
claim rejections and withdrawal of the Final Action. 
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